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.Art Unit: 3661 

DETAILED ACTION 
Information Disclosure Statement 
1. The information disclosure statement (IDS) submitted on June 9, 2005 has been 
' considered by the examiner based on the attached translated "generic portions" of the German 
language foreign search report. 

Response to Amendment 

' 2. The remarks/arguments filed on June 9, 2005 have been entered and carefully considered 
by the examiner. 

In particular, Applicant argued the rejections applied against the claims in the 
prior office action. 

In considering the points raised by Apphcant in the remarks, it appears that has a 
different interpretation of the disclosure of the applied prior art references. 

It is noted that Applicant considered each of the references individually as 
opposed to their combination. It is well settled that one cannot show nonobviousness by 
attacking references individually where the rejections are based on combinations of 
references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); /n re Merck & 
Co., 800 F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 1986). 

The primary reference, namely the US Patent Application Publication to 
Nishizaki et al, was not used for the recitation of different anq)lification factor when the 
vehicle is in unbraked driving situation or condition. In fact, the office action admits this 
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lacking fromNishizaki et al. To cx)mpensate for this deficiency in Nishizaki et al, 
however, the Office action introduces the patents to Tozu et al and Matsuno. 
Applicant argued that the references do not teach the claimed limitations in the manner 
recited in the claims. The fact that applicant has recognized another advantage which 
would flow naturally from following the suggestion of the prior art cannot be the basis 
for patentability when the differences would otherwise be obvious. See Ex parte Obiaya, 
227 USPQ 58, 60 (Bd. Pat. App. & Inter. 1985). 

According to Applicant, there is no motivation to combine the references. The 
examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by combining or modifying 
the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention where there is some 
teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the references themselves or 
in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art. See In re Fine, 
837 F.2dl071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)and In re Jones, 958 F.2d347, 21 
USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). 

As described in the rejection, Tozu et al discloses a yaw rate detecting system for 
a vehicle, wherein there is provided a yaw rate sensor (YS) for detecting an actual yaw 
rate value, a desired yaw rate device (YT) for determining a desired yaw rate value, and a 
deviation calculation device (YD) for determining a deviation between the desired yaw 
rate value and the actual yaw rate value. According to Tozu et al, a control signal is 
formed based on the yaw rate deviation, wherein the control signal is different depending 
on the driving conditions of the vehicle, Tozu et al considers both situations when the 
vehicle is driving as determined based on the vehicle speed and when the vehicle is 
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braking as determined based on the vehicle being stopped or at rest. That is, according to 
Tozu et al, the control signal when the vehicle is driving (i.e. the vehicle speed exceeds 
certain value) is different that the control signal when the vehicle is stopping (i.e., during 
braking operation or when parking switch is on). See figures 1, 4 and columns 2-3 and 4- 
5. More particularly, as shown in figure 1, there is provided a zero point setting device, 
wherein the device determines the amplification device based on a stoppage determining 
device (PD), for the braking condition, and a vehicle speed detecting device (VS), for the 
unbraked driving condition. It should be noted that there is provided zero point correcting 
device (ZA), having a deviation calculating device (YD), which receives signals fro a 
desired yaw rate setting device (YT) and an actual yaw rate calculating device (YA). The 
yaw rate calculating device (YA) is influenced by the zero point setting device based on 
the stoppage determining device (PD) and the vehicle speed detecting device (VS). 

Likewise, Matsuno discloses a yaw braking force control system, wherein an 
actual yaw rate is detected by an actual yaw rate detecting section, a desired or target yaw 
rate is determined by a desired or target yaw rate section. A yaw rate deviation is 
determined by yaw rate deviation calculating section. According to Matsuno, a yaw rate 
gain or factor is determined based on the yaw rate deviation based on the conditions 
where there is braking and when there is no braking (i.e., vehicle is driving). See figure 4 
and columns 1-2 and 5-6. Applicant's attention is specifically direction to column 6, lines 
14-48 and 61-67. See also column 13, where the coefficient is determined based on 
braking condition and nonbraking (driving, i.e., vehicle speed) condition. 
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In light of the above, since different portions are used in the remarks to support 
the rejections, in order to give applicant to consider these new relied upon portions of the 
references, this office action is made final 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC§ 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 3, 6-8, and 1 1-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
. Nishizaki et al [US 20020013646 Al] in view of Tozu et al [6,324,445]. 

Nishizaki et al discloses a motor vehicle steering system having a yaw rate controller 
(figure 1 and page 3). The controller, according to Nishizaki et al, continuously detects a 
yaw rate (7) representing the vehicle yawing motion and forms a control signal as a 
function thereof, and which causes a steering movement which counteracts the undesired 
yawing motion See page 3. According to Nishizaki et al the control signal in the case of a 
control intervention of a brake control system is formed differently than when the vehicle 
is braked without such a control intervention (page 4). Furthermore, Nishizaki et al 
discloses that the control signal is determined from the deviation between a desired 
(target) yaw rate value (y*) and the actual yaw rate value (y) during a controlled braking 
operation (pages 3 and 4). See also figure 3. In addition, Nishizaki et al also discloses a 
braking operation being detected based on one of activation of a vehicle brake light 
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switch and pressure change in the hydraulic vehicle braking system (page 5). While 
Nishizaki discloses controlling the yaw rate during braking operation and during low 
speed operation, Nishizaki et al does not particularly teach that *in the event of a 
controlled braking operation, the control signal is formed by means of at least one 
amplification factor that differs from an amplification factor that is used in the unbraked 
driving condition." Tozu et al, on the other hand, discloses a yaw rate detecting system 
for a vehicle, wherein there is provided a yaw rate sensor (YS) for detecting an actual 
yaw rate value, a desired yaw rate device (YT) for determining a desired yaw rate value, 
and a deviation calculation device (YD) for determining a deviation between the desired 
yaw rate value and the actual yaw rate value. According to Tozu et al, a control signal is 
formed based on the yaw rate deviation; wherein the control signal is different depending 
on the driving conditions of the vehicle. That is, according to Tozu et al, the control 
signal when the vehicle is driving (i.e. the vehicle speed exceeds certain value) is 
different that the control signal when the vehicle is stopping (i.e., during braking 
operation or when parking switch is on). See figures 1, 4 and columns 2-3 and 4-5. Thus, 
it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to be 
motivated to modify the motor steering system of Nishizaki et al by incorporating the 
features from the yaw rate detecting system of Tozu et al because such modification 
would improve the control stability of the vehicle. 

5. Claims 3, 6-8, and 1 1-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
. Nishizaki et al [US 20020013646 Al] in view of Matsuno [6,155,655]. 
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Nishizaki et al discloses the limitations as set forth above. However, as also mentioned 
above, while Nishizaki discloses controlling the yaw rate during braking operation and 
during low speed operation, Nishizaki et al does not particularly teach that 'in the event 
of a controlled braking operation, the control signal is formed by means of at least one 
amplification factor that differs from an amplification factor that is used in the unbraked 
driving condition " Matsuno, on the other hand, discloses a yaw braking force contro91 
system and the method thereof, wherein there is provided an actual yaw rate detecting 
section for detecting an actual yaw rate, a desired or target yaw rate section for 
calculating a target yaw rate and a yaw rate deviation calculating section for calculating a 
yaw rate deviation. According to Matsuno, the yaw rate gain or factor is determined 
based on the yaw rate deviation; wherein the yaw rate factor when the vehicle is braking 
(i.e., brake is on) is different than when the vehicle is not braking (i.e., vehicle is driving 
or brake is not on). See figure 4 and columns 1-2 and 5-6. Thus, it would have been 
obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to be motivated to modify the 
steering control system of Nishizaki et al by incorporating the features from the yaw 
braking control system of Matsuno because such modification would provide a smooth 
and stable control of the vehicle. 

6. Claims 4-5, 9-10, and 13-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Nishizaki et al in view of Tozu et al, in the aUemative Matsuno as applied to claims 3, 7 and 
1 1 above, and further in view of Nagaoka [5,386,365]. 
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Neither the combination of Nishizaki et al/Tozu et al nor Nishizaki et al/Matsuno 
particularly discloses the proportional component and the integral component of the 
control signal. However, Nagaoka discloses a rear wheel steering system for a vehicle 
including a yaw rate sensor and a yaw rate feedback controller that uses a control signal 
based an actual yaw rate detected by the yaw rate sensor and a desired (target) yaw rate. 
Nagaoka discloses a feedback control that is in the form of a PDI control having an 
integral component or constant (KI) and a proportional component or constant (FP). See 
columns 7 and 8. Thus, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of 
the invention to be motivated to modify the combination of Nishizaki et al and Tozu et al 
or Nishizaki et al and Matsuno by incorporating the proportion and integral conqjonents 
from the steering system of Nagaoka because such modification, as suggested by 
Nagaoka (column 1), would improve driving stability of the vehicle. 

Conclusion 

7. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jacques H. Louis- Jacques whose telephone number is 571-272- 
6962. The examiner can normally be reached on M-Th 5:30 AM to 4:00 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Thomas Black can be reached on 571-272-6956. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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